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ABSTRACT.

The study examined the effactiveness of teaching

self-aanageaent of classroom on-task behavior to four aentallx
tetarded/emotionally disturbed children (6-9 Years old). . Also
explored were the effects of procedures on disruptivg/hehavior. task
performance, and tasX accuracy, Following baseline, a :standard token
program vas instituted. After establishing a high r.te of on-task
‘behavior, a reversal phase was implemented. The token pr
then reinstituted; followed by a series of six fading. sta

physical prompts. Findings offered strong support for ‘the use o
self-nanageaent uith retarded/disturbed children. (SBH)
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Abstract
A current trend in classroom beﬁavior analysis is .

the exploration of self-managemegt procedures. Few studies,

fhave used mentally retarded children. Q\F present investiga-

tion successfully demonstrated the selfumanagement ‘of on=~ -
task behavior by four mentally ;etarded/emptionally disturbed'.
childrén, In addition, the effect of task performance,
accuracy, end disruptlve ‘behavior when on-task behavior is-
reinforced wvas examined. Results of the study found per-
iormance and accuracy to increase for most subjects wh;le
disruptive behavior decllned. 'Implicatlons for future

research were discussed,
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SELF-MANAGEMENT OF ON~TASK BEHAVIOR WITH ¢

-

RETARDED/DISTURBED CHILDREN

In recent yearsf classreom,behavior analysis has begun !)/
(
" to examine the re1atienship between student behavior and self-

control épchnlques. Studies have demonstrated that academic .
and disruptive behaviors can be modified through self—-
management procedﬁres (e.d. Drabman, spitalnik, & 03Leary,"1973;
Glynn, Thomas, & Shee, 1973). Despite the success.of these
techniques with both,snormal"'and psychiatric hosnitalized

children,'faw studies have uyséd.mentally retarded cﬁildren._

This is unfortunate_since one of the primary problems recognized

of retarded populations are their lack of indenendent sk{}ls ! é///i

.(Gunzberg, 1974). ¥

- .7

The present investigation attempted"to teach four mentally

ri
I3
7

retarded/emotionally disturbed children to self-manaGe their
. ) N . :
classroom on-task behavior. The effects of such procedures

on disruptive be'haviori task performance, and tasg‘accuracy
were also exnldred. S L
’ ’ K4
Subjeegs
" Four children, ages 6-§ {mean 58),‘in a esfchiatric
hospital schooi program for mentally retarded/emotionally

disturbed children served as subjects. These chi%dren

varied in both their intellectual functloning levels

-

(mean IQ=-54) and the type of d1sturbance displayedé/
mulatory

'Characterlstig pehaviors exhibited included: self-s
behavior such as rocking, mouthing, and bizarre motor movements;
. self-abusive behaviors such as hair-pulling or ringer-biting;
| diffuse motor activity and _disiarac;tit;ility; aggressive pehaviors .’

. L3
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"such- as biting and pinching; and withdrawn behavior such

as sodial isolation.

Settina

-

—— N

-Subjects were part of the John Mertck Unit, a program

‘for disturbed~retarded children at'ﬁestern pPsychiatric ,
"Institute and'Clinic, Pittsburgh Pa. The program serves
20 children, 10 on a residentlal basis and 10 on 2 day~ .
patient basis.- A multi-disclplinary approach to treatmenb
1snused. _ ‘ ,i' ' ,' : ot

The study was implemented during the same 30 minute’
period each day in one Classroome. The taacher ‘who instructed

" the class administéred the procedures.

Experimantal Tasks {

Bach c¢hild Was assxgned three tasks withln the 30
m1nute session. One task was the ﬁffg’for all children,
_and on this task only performance and accuracy data were .
collected. Two tasks were selected for each chila from ;_?
pool of 10 tasks so that no two children performed thé same
task on the same day. All chzldren engaged in each of the
lp'tasks‘once during a weeke. ~ : ,

[-4
Tasks were chosen based on the developmental level

‘of the children. All tasks were preacademic consistisg [,

of - sorting. colors, sizes, matching Qhapes, matching peg
'patterns, etc. One task remained constant throughout,the;

| . study. That task, classification of plctures into categories,'
had children sort so randomly selected cards containing:
"pictures of eithér food,_clothing; animals, flowers, or

people into a box with five sorting compartments, with the

word and picture“represent}ng'eachlcategory_apopatthe slpt."
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Dependent Variables and Response Defznitions

On-Task BehaV1or. i This consisted of three components,:
;all‘hav1ng to be eV1dent for on«task hehavior- to be recorded.
These were: (a) sittind in a cha1r or standiryg directly in): s
', front of the place where the task was located; (b) visually
aattending to%the task, allowing glances from the task no
~longer than three seconds; apd (c).Lor;ing toward -task '
completion in a goal directed manner. The -percentage of -
10-second intervais in which the individual was defined as’

ORwtask serﬁéd as the.measure of on~task behavior.-

‘recorded only once p 10-second interval. Examples include:

- . . ‘ _ K
Disruptive Behauio o' Disruptive behavior could he
“iiir .

(a) out of seat wlthout permzssion, (b) talking out, (c) motor

—

behaviors interfering witl another student's work, (dy.throwing_”

[ " 4 .
objects, and (e) se stidulatory behaviors (body rocking, etce.).:
Task Performance ‘and Accuracy. The,ﬂZrcentage of cards

1o

ﬁ_ﬂﬂ,atterpted out of those assigned (50) daily served as the

dependent measure of performance. Accuracy was the percentage
/
of correctly attempted items out of the numoer assigned.

Ohservation Prdcedures and Reliability - - .

* -
-

,Childreh_were observed.for on-fask and_disrubtime'be-
havior through a one~way vision screen, on a non-continuous-
(10-second1observe,-5-second record), time~sampling basis;
Observation order was randomized each day. Data were recorded ,

. foor task performance and task accuracy at the end of each '
session.

All observations were'made by an observer, naive with

redard to the study's purbose. Reiiability was checked

o N
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by the fir®¢ author at’least gnce each phase. Agreement
. for on-t;fk and disruptive béhavior was obtained by dividfné'
. number of intervals of agreement by agreements plus dis-~
agreements and mult¥plying by 100. Task performance and
'accufécy reliability were similafly obtained.

Experimental Desian , .

o

: fAn éxéension of the ABAB‘reversal Eesigq wasiused
,(Hergen & Barlow, 1976);. Following-baseline, a standard
" token program was instituted. After establishing a high rate .
of on-task beh§V1or, a revérsal phase was. inptewented. The

token progran was than re-instituted. This. was followed

by a series of six fading stages, during which self—management

N L]

was gradually'lntroguceg,by reducing verbal and physical prompts.

Procedure . ' .. +

Phage l: Baseline, Subjects were permitted to work
.on eaéh of three assigned tasks for a maximum of five minutes.
No exper*ﬂeq}al manipulations were performed in.this_gpase.

The phaSu\iésted 12 daysL
}

.Phase 2: Token Program. ' The 30 minute period in which
_the study.was condﬁcted was di;iqéd'into 15 random tape7_ 
recérded intervalg of 30, 60, énd/or 90 %gcénds. Timed
intervals made up\}5_minﬁtes with the remaining IS minutes
allotted for task instruction and tokén disbursement. Wheﬁ
each interval ended, a bell rang and tho;;.éhildreg found
on-task by the téécheglreceived one tokene. Thekphése'la&tea

14 ﬂays.

Phase 3 Baseline. A return to baseline -conditions was

w

instituted for 3 days, -
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Phaée 4: Token. All_procedPres,described in‘Phase 2'
- = . o

‘were regimplemented for 4 days.

Phase 5:'Self-Assessment. with this phase and'onﬁthe

following two phases, teacher 1nstructions, prompts, and
*-.
directions were gradually eliminated. ths phaset lasting

19’ days,‘Fon51sted o. 5 fading stages during_ghicﬁ,demands for

-3
’sub3ects to self-assess were increased. Standard veérbal state- )

L

ments were used during each stage of self-assessment (See
Table 1). .,‘, A ~_
' To determine the appropriate time to move to the next
fadipg staoe, a compliance criterion was established.

"Comoliance referred to the child accurately responding to
. the continoencies present during that phase.*EA criterion
of " 75% compliance by three out of four children on two consecutive

days was, established prior to the beginning of the study.

Phase 6: Self-Reinforcement. . Once the children learned \\\

to assess their own behavior, a three-step process was used
to teach subjects to self-reinforces This was defi7éd as
:taking a token without teacher pronpting. Self-reinforcement
was accbmptished}by moving from physical to verbal to none
vverbal;prompts iSee Table 1)
Phase 7: Self-ranaoement. In this phase, no further

>
instructions or prompts wére used.. Children were expected

" to perform all functions of the self-management programe

-~ -

Results

- When the token oontingency was implemented, a significgnt

increase of on~task behavzor was evident for three out’ of four

suojects. Since proceeding to the self-management phases. was

g /
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contingeit on responsiveness’ to the token program, the one
child who did not éespond was maintained in tge tokeﬁ phase
until tHe'final'Self-management phase. Group data therefore
represent only the three suﬁjéété who’proceeded through the
: ﬁélf-manaqgment phaéeé.

Rgsuits fpf on~task and‘disruptive beﬁayior indipatep,
that the éiénificant increasés in on-task .behavior observed
during token reinforcement were méintéiﬁed‘at‘high levels

throughout self-management (See Table 2). Disruptivé behavior’

Fl

shHowed a 50% reduction over baseline when the final self-
management phése was reached. Indiyiddai,qata 5u§pdrted
Ithe g?oup data‘for all three subjects‘(Sge Table 3).
Both group task accurac? ahg performaqge increased-
wlth Qach application of the token écongmy and decreased”
during the reversal stage. Task accuracy remaingd at a higﬁ
level during the self-man%geient phases while .asélpgfformancef
continued td increase (See Table 2). Indiﬁidqal data supported.
thesé findings for Ewo of the three subjects (§ee Table 3)..
0f particular interest were the results “for the subject
) who did not initially resﬁbnd éo the foken sttem. Through )
.the four phases pfio; to self-éssesément,“she dispiayed a
reduced mean level of on- .as:. behavior while disrupﬁive be.
havior Eteadily increased: By naintaining her under the pro=
cedures ﬁéeﬂ during the token phase ané shaping her behavipr,
i she Began to respond to the'tokeb reinforcement. when the °
fiagl’self-ménagement phase was reached and téacher controls.

.

were removed, she performed all self-management behaviors

taught to the other.ch}ldren without any direct training.

L
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In addition, as on~task behavior increased, disruptive behavior

. slowly decreased. Substantial improvements were also observed

~in task oerfoﬁmance and accuracy once she began responding'to

the token eco;ooy. o ‘ . ) ‘ _ 1
‘ Eight weeks after the final‘self-management bhase‘ended,
three days of follow-up %or on-task and disruptive behavior
.vere compiled. Results indicated contznued hlgh levela of
‘oQ:Eask behavzor while d;sruotlve behavior contlnued to
decrease'{See Table 2)., All individual data reflected the
group resultse. . |
Reliability for on-task and disrqptive‘behavior ranged ,
from 88% to 100% (mean=‘§4%)_and 77% t6 100% (mean= 84%),
respectively. Task performance and accuracy reliabilityh
ranged from 90% to 100% (mean=i98%) for both variables.
Discussion . i

s v . L

The findings offel strong support for the use of ;el%—

. management w;th retardpd/disturbed children. On-task levels
'ES»GbllShEd during tokeo gontingencies vere malntalned throughout
all self—maoagement phases: These results are consistent with’
.other_reports where selﬁlmanagemeot for oni&task behavior was

established with "normal" children (e;g. Glynnj Thomas, & ,
' - ' ', % L . '
Shee, 1973). . : ' .

L]

of particular importance in the atudy vas the~finding

of close relationfhios oetueen on—task behavior and performance.

3

In teaching pﬁpulations such as young retarded or dlsturbed
children, it is often necessary to first, establlsh increased
attention to tasks before accuracy can be demanded. While

ey

oaher studies have stated that reinforcenent for accurate’
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_ performance is a more efficient procedure (e.g. Ferritor,

Buckholdt, ﬁamblin, & Smitn, 19723'tne-preeent study suégeets

that reinforcement for’on-task behavidr may be equally afffcient..
bespite the lack of consistent findings between individual

and group fesult; among all variables, it is important to hofe

“that high, Stable rates of on-task behavior, task performance,

agd_tesk adcuracy were achieved for most Eubjects ;élafive

to their basel}ne';evels. Considering the emotional iabilf%y

of the population used in the study, the powerfulness of such-

techniques to overcome expectedrindividual differences was

t o=
-

‘enc uraginge. S
.'Finally, the results of the suibject who did not ¥nitially

respond to the token, program suggests that she had Lee;ned to’

both self-assess and self-reinforce i:h-rough modeling and imita7’:§

tion. These finding nay be . strong support for ‘Bandura's studi
.(E.g. B?ndura & Perloff, 1967) which found &hat self-reinforcement
eould Ze learned by m deling, An intriguing question arise; as

to whether classroom elf-management can |be achieved by simply

~

trainﬁng ene or two Sh ldren. and using them as models.

The dkesent stu Y rovides one of the flrst exﬁbnsions

of self-management techniques to the spe ial educatlon class~
roome. Success of these procedures offeF 2 possibility of

the development of new teachlng methods eéianed‘to‘%pcrease
1ndependent classroom behavior with mentally retarded childfen.
Additional‘research in clasqroom self-management with the
mentally retarded is needed before the full paraneters of

the technique will have been Explored.

4
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. Table 1

/ oL
Standard Verbal Statements Made to Subjects

DPuring Fading Stages

.Self-Assessment '

‘Fading 1:° You were working when the timer we;t
' __off, _You were... (reference to specific
task)e Gqod job: Since you’ were working
when the timer went off, I can give you .~
a token. What do you do with it? .What,
' can you get for the tokens when we are
- < _ finiuhed yorking?
. 4
\ Fading 2: ‘ You were working when e tiner went ‘
' off. You weres..{reference to specific .
task). Since you were working when the
timer went off what do you get?2 Where
do. you put it? What can you-get for
tokens when wefre finished?

s

\

Fading 3: You ‘were working when the.-tilmer went
L off. You were...(reference “to’ specific.
task). Good job. . What.were you doing
when the.timer went off? What do you
get? Where do gou put it?
fading 4: The timer went off. Do yoy get a
T : token? “Why? Vihere do you put it?

xlﬂ?ading 5: Theg teacher no lopger aandunced - whlch_
chi drEn were on-task. Instead; he
asked all children as a group. whether
they were working\when the timer went
off.. After each child ‘made the 'self-
assessient, the tedcher then asked
the children who correctly assessed
‘their' behavior, "You were working
when the timer went off. What do you
get? .

L
L]

* . Self-Reinforcement ' ) ) .

Fading 6: . A three s&ep process “for teaching the
) cnildreh to take tokens themselves was
undertaken. After asking all children
h whether they were working when the timer
) nded, the reacher. . .
Bu\z\\geye tbkens to the child from .
- @ the.con§ainer of tokens placed
g \2 in f\b of each ghlld._ '

verbal y pf‘hp od the child to -
take e token him )

3, motioned for\the.child to taka tHe




h“**~wm\ Table 2
Group_Mean Percentage Scores Across Phases

L

Baseline. , Token Baseline Token Self- "~ Self-  Selfa- *Follow-
‘ O AsSest Reinfaf Manage. .Up.

" “on-Task 50,4 77,7 34,3 83.4  86.0 86.4 . 87.1 82,0
Behavior , * T ‘ :

. i

. Disryptive
Behavior -

4Task
Performance: -
4

-

Tadk ' - ' ' 49.3° 5.1  No Data
Accuracy _ ] ‘ R .

Tondn

2%

. -, ‘
YRR o . *Indicates data based on all
4 ) ' . subjects : v




Taﬁle 3

Individual Mean Percentage Scores Kérosg Phases

Baseline Token Baseline Token Self-  _Self-. .Selfw
; Asses," Reinf. ™anage.
On-Task: . T ) M\“\\ : .
~BFfuce 34,8 72.3 . 16.7 5.0 © 74,2 72,8 7543
Alan - 7941 93.6 58.0 94,0  97.8.  ‘100.0 ~ 97,7

Robert 40,2 64,9 27,7 - 81.3  82.4 90.0 86.3
.Jane . .43 29.8 1647 23,5 37,2 .. 45,0 65,6

Disruptives . , . ' : . o '
Bruce. .  42.4 35,2 50,0 39.5  39.9. .40.4 & 24.4

Alan . © 11,9 7 2.3 19.3 0.0 ~ 0.4 0.0 1.6 -~ No data
Robert 642 9.5 30,7 2,0 7.0 8.4 ' 2.2 £ 0.0
Jane , 63,7 63.6 90,3 76.0  55.1 _ 53.2 47,1 36,0
| 238 . -

" performance: . v ' o | -
_~=—Bruce . v 948 49,9 - -47.0 33.7 26,4 22.9 No data
# Alan 51,2 96,1 | 95,0  95.9, 100.0  100.0 ~ ixo data
Robert 10.8 ~ 26,6 - 23.0 55,9 - 7 9644  "100,0 o data
Jane 15,00 12,9 ' | 8.0 17.6 33,2  36.7 .
‘ ' o~ - P\
" Aceuracy: _ : xﬁ“‘mx_t . - ;
Bruce : 9.0 . - 32.5 24,8 | 21,5 No-data
Alan 39,2 S e 91.3 , © 98,5,  95.5 No data™..
Robert 9.0 - 2063 | 28. 3649 No data
Jane . 11.8 ' 8.0 20,6 31.5 [ No data
. ) - [ "

i
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